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PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW ARGUMENTS 

Applicant submits the following remarks in support of the Pre-Appeal Brief being filed 
concurrently with a Notice of Appeal. If any fees not covered by the enclosed check are 
required, please charge them to Deposit Account No. 18-1 167. 

Claims 1 - 35 are currently pending, of which claims 1 , 1 3, 1 6, and 25 are independent. 
Independent claims 1 and 16 stand finally rejected under §103 as obvious in view of Altilio 
(US5898363) and Naruki (US4450495). Independent claims 1 , 13, 16, and 25 stand finally 
rejected under §103 as obvious in view of Steiger (US2004/0244566) and Vanga (US5753838). 
Independent claims 1, 16, and 25 are directed to a mobile device having a combined 
attachment and acoustic port. The claimed port includes an attachment member designed to 
secure an external member to the mobile device. By combining these individual elements into a 
single combined element, the claimed mobile device efficiently utilizes available space. 
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Independent claim 13 represents a corresponding method claim. As discussed in further detail 

herein, the cited references are both structurally and functionally different from the claimed 

invention. As such, the rejections fail. 

First, neither Steiger nor Vanga are relevant to the claimed invention. Steiger discloses 
a guitar having a sound hole 12 that projects sound, and a string holder 17 that secures guitar 
strings over the sound hole (see Figure 1). Vanga discloses a string holder for a guitar. Guitars 
are not mobile devices as the specification, figures, and claims describe that term. Moreover, 
those skilled in the art commonly understand that a mobile device is a portable electronic device 
such as a cellular telephone or a portable audio player. No one skilled in the art would ever 
interpret a guitar as a mobile device. 

Moreover, neither Steiger nor Vanga teach or suggest a support bar disposed in an 
opening of an acoustic port, as required by independent claims 1 3 and 25. The Examiner 
admits that Steiger does not teach this limitation, but asserts that Vanga does. Vanga, 
however, teaches a string holder that clips to either side of a sound hole in a guitar. The string 
holder cannot possibly be disposed in the opening as claimed. The string holder of Vanga must 
remain outside of the opening because the strings must remain outside the opening. If the 
Vanga string holder were in the opening, the strings would be in the housing and the guitar 
would be useless to the user. 

In addition, neither reference teaches or suggests that their respective string holders are 
configured to receive an external strap that attaches to the mobile device, as required by each 
of independent claims 1 , 13, 16, and 25. Contrastingly, both hold guitar strings - which are not 
external straps by any interpretation of that term. No one carries a guitar by its strings. Thus, 
no one skilled in the art would ever believe that a guitar string - held taught over a sound hole - 
is the same thing as an external strap. Thus, neither string holder is configured to receive an 
external strap as claimed. 
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The rejections evidence an unduly broad and unreasonable interpretation of the claims 

and references. They do not teach or suggest what the Examiner says they do, nor are the 

references relevant. Neither reference teaches or suggests independent claims 1 , 13, 16, or 25, 

or any of their dependent claims, alone or in combination. Therefore, the §103 rejections must 

be withdrawn. 

Next, neither Altilio nor Naruki teach or suggest the mobile device of independent claims 
1 and 1 6. The examiner asserts the handle 1 1 b shown in Figure 1 of Altilio corresponds to the 
attachment member claimed in claims 1 and 16. While the examiner concedes that Altilio does 
not show the claimed external strap, the examiner contends that Naruki does. Naruki shows 
securing a carrying belt 68 to strap mounts 67 on a mobile device to enable a user to carry the 
device around the waist (see Figure 6). Nothing in Naruki teaches or suggests securing the 
carrying belt or any other type of strap to an already existing handle. Further, because a handle 
already provides a means for carrying the device, it is unclear why anyone would be motivated 
to secure an external strap to the already existing handle of Altilio. Thus, there is no motivation 
to secure any type of external strap, much less the carrying belt of Naruki, to the handle of 
Altilio, as suggested by the examiner. Because neither Naruki nor Altilio teach or suggest 
connecting an external strap to the handle of Altilio or any other attachment member that spans 
an opening of an acoustic port, neither Altilio nor Naruki, alone or in combination, teach or 
suggest the attachment member and external strap of independent claims 1 and 16. 

In light of the above remarks, independent claims 1 , 13, 16, and 25 are new and non- 
obvious over the cited art. As such, the applicants request that the Pre-Appeal Brief Panel 
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reconsider and reverse the examiner's rejections of claims 1 - 35. 



Respectfully submitted, 
COATS & BENNETT, P.L.L.C. 



Registration No.: 32,194 

1400 Crescent Green, Suite 300 
Cary, NC 2751 8 

Telephone: (919)854-1844 
Facsimile: (919)854-2084 



Dated: 21 December 2007 
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